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Existing Conditions Evaluation 
Results:  The Existing Conditions 
Evaluation (ECE) assigned each 
county road segment a score based 
on compliance with Americans with 
Disabilities Act standards.  
Of the 347 county road segments, 
291 earned an ECE score of zero, 
indicating the absence of any 
sidewalks and crosswalks along the 
entire length.  The majority of road 
segments that do have some degree 
of pedestrian infrastructure are 
located near or within centers (either 
existing or emerging).  Yet, only eight 
road segments in the entire county 
earned an ECE score greater than 
five. 
Overall, pedestrian infrastructure is 
generally absent on county roads. 
Furthermore, the data suggest that 
infrastructure that does exist is 
inadequate in providing pedestrian 
connectivity.  
Pedestrian Infrastructure Demand Model Results: 
The model performed a GIS-based analysis of each 
of the 347 unique county road segments, assessing 
proximity to pedestrian attractions, the demographic 
characteristics resulting in pedestrian generators, and 
safety hazards that discourage pedestrian use.  
49 road segments earned a Pedestrian Infrastructure 
Demand (PID) score greater than 50.  This suggests that 
the presence of high quality pedestrian infrastructure, 
namely sidewalks and crosswalks, is in highest demand 
in these areas.
Priority Area for Treatment C: 
New Hackensack Road (CR 104) 
intersection with U.S. Route 9
CRS 8850 (PID = 76, ECE = 3.1)
Recommended Treatment: 
- Add lined crosswalks with full signage and signals 
across CRS 8850 at intersection with U.S. Rte 9
- Extend sidewalk to connect residential neighborhood 
with commercial hub
Priority Area for Treatment A
Red Oaks Mill (Existing Center)
CRS 8450 (PID = 63, ECE = 0.0), CRS 8436 (PID = 62, ECE = 0.0), 
CRS 8438 (PID = 57, ECE = 0.0), CRS 8490 (PID = 55, ECE = 1.0) 
Recommended Treatment:
- Add sidewalks on each of the four county road segments 
in treatment area and coordinate with New York State 
Department of Transportation to add sidewalks along NY 376 
to connect residential neighborhoods with businesses and 
restaurants
- Add crosswalk infrastructure at intersection of CRS 8490 and 
NY 376
Priority Area for Treatment B: 
Maple Ave in Village of Millerton 
CRS 8262 (PID = 68, ECE = 4.6), CRS 8474 (PID = 
67, ECE = 3.6)
Recommended Treatment: 
- Add lined crosswalks with full signage and signals 
across all roads at intersection with Main St
- Replace stairs with curb ramps
Comparison of PID and ECE Results:  Of the 49 county 
road segments that received a PID score greater 
than 50, 42 received an ECE score less than five: 27 
have ECE scores between zero and five, while 15 do 
not have any existing pedestrian infrastructure.  This 
study considers these 42 road segments as Priority 
Road Segments for Treatment.  This study identifies 
clusters of priority road segments for treatment 
and/or those demonstrating the highest disparity 
between demand and existing conditions as Priority 
Areas for Treatment.
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III. Existing Conditions Evaluation IV. Findings and Recommendations
II. Pedestrian Infrastructure Demand Model
Existing pedestrian infrastructure on county-owned roads in Dutchess County, 
New York does not match current demand.  This study compares the results of a 
Pedestrian Infrastructure Demand Model with an Existing Conditions Evaluation 
to determine which road segments exhibit the highest need for pedestrian 
infrastructure improvements.   
I. Problem
Characteristic
> 1,000
750 - 1,000
500 - 750
250 - 500
< 250
> 50
40 - 50
31 - 40
21 - 30
> 20
12Maximum Potential Pedestrian Generators Score
(faster direction's 85 percentile speed)
(crashes per 100 million miles of travel)
2
1
0
2
0
Automobile Speed
4
3
Value Score
Crash Rate 
8
6
4
Pedestrian Safety Hazards 
Characteristic Value
(residents per acre) > 10
5 - 10
3 - 5
1 - 3
< 1
> 40%
30% to 40%
20% to 30%
10% to 20%
< 10%
< $50,000
$50,001 - $75,000 2
$75,001 - $100,000 1
> $100,000
(as percent of total population) > 30%
20% - 30%
10% - 20%
< 10%
(as percent of total population) > 30%
20% - 30%
10% - 20%
< 10%
> 25
10 - 25
5 - 10
1 - 5
0.5 - 1
< 0.5
36
Pedestrian Generators (Neighborhood Characteristics)
Score
Population Density
12
9
6
3
0
Percent Workers Who Don't Drive to Work
8
6
Median Per Capita Income
3
0
4
2
0
Percent Population Under 18 Years Old
3
2
1
0
Employee Density 
(jobs per acre) 7
6
Percent Population Over 65 Years Old
3
2
1
0
Maximum Potential Pedestrian Generators Score
4
2
1
0
Characteristic
< 0.25 mile 0.25 - 0.5 mile 0.5 - 1.0 mile
9 7 5
5 4 3
5 4 3
5 4 3
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0.25 - 0.5 mile 
outside center
Existing Center 16 12 9
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